.
On the other extreme we are equally familiar with the assertion that &dquo;in biblical faith everything depends upon whether the events actually occurred&dquo; (Wright, 1952: 126) and &dquo;si la foi historique d'Israel n'est pas fond6e dans 1'histoire, cette foi est erron6e, et la n6tre aussi&dquo; (de Vaux, 1965: 7) .
In the former view it was assumed that in ancient Israel tradition (i.e., historical narrative) was created. The methodological emphasis tended to be literary-critical. The theological presupposition accompanying this methodology was that the God of Israel was a God who spoke, who revealed the divine will through an inspired (literary) word. In the latter view it was assumed that tradition in ancient Israel was primarily preserved. The methodological emphasis tended to be archaeological. The theological presupposition was that the God of Israel was a God who acted, who revealed the divine will through a real event.
These sharp differences between historiographic assumptions, scholarly methodology, and theological presuppositions led to heated debate in the 1950's (see Dever, 1977: 76ff.) . In the midst of this debate was heard the cry that &dquo;facts and faith do not mix&dquo; (Pfeiffer, 1951) (Bartlett, 1932; Bransford, 1979) . Applied to biblical historiography, this suggests that a picture of Israel's past was maintained and &dquo;remembered&dquo; because it was understood to be meaningful and relevant to the ongoing concerns of Israelite society (see Childs, 1962 Utilizing insights not only from biblical scholars but also from (ancient Near Eastern) historians, cultural anthropologists/sociologists, and philosophers of history we intend to sketch in a cursory manner the outline of a model designed to aid a more sound and accurate understanding of the &dquo;tendencies&dquo; that shaped Israelite recording of its past. We here purposely define &dquo;tendency&dquo; as an external sociological force plus an internal ideological motivation.
Our model grows out of an established sociological model often referred to as the &dquo;folk-urban continuum&dquo; (Miner, 1952 (Redfield, 1947: note 1; Wirth, 1938; 4-7) . That people in ancient Israel were conscious of typically &dquo;urban&dquo; characteristics and ways of life now seems beyond question (Frick, 1977) /1/. That we are more and more beginning to appreciate the uniqueness of the rural ancient Near East and Levant is also indisputable (cf. Adams, 1974; Heltzer, 1976; Marfoe, 1979; Ben-Tor, 1979 Wright, 1974: 130; Redman, 1974: 132-3 (Weber, 1925: 514; Wirth, 1938: 12) . The (Lenski, 1961: 9) . Chief among these is the ongoing concern for peaceful and predictable co-existence (especially in socio-economic activi-ties) as well as the desire to insure some measure of general prosperity.
These in turn require certain formal social structures deliberately created and maintained through which the general populace can interact in an orderly, predictable, and profitable manner.
In other words, law is instituted, the necessary political monopoly of force is created to insure compliance, and a goverment is thereby established -with the power, of course, to extend its control out into the surrounding countryside for the valued agricultural and pastoral commodities (see 1 Sam. 8).
Once it becomes necessary to have these formal social structures it matters little whether they take the form of monarchy, oligarchy, democracy, or whatever. The ongoing concern of basic importance (= the &dquo;lowest common denominator&dquo;) for the urban community in the ancient and biblical (and even (Plumb, 1971: 17) , and furthermore (2) (Speiser, 1958) and the royal corv6e (cf.
ARMT III: 38); on the other hand it is demonstrated by the prejudices urban people had about the rustic, unsophisticated, tribalistic 'barbarians&dquo; of the hinterland (Matthews, 1978: 2; in this regard note John 1:45-46). It should come as no surprise then that many rural proponents of these &dquo;folk-like&dquo; values in ancient Israel -from Elijah of Tishbe to Jeremiah of Anathoth to Jesus of Nazareth -met considerable opposition from the &dquo;official&dquo; leaders whose dominant interest was social control.
The ideological gulf could indeed be wide, and the divergence of &dquo;ongoing concerns&dquo; in ancient Israel tended to polarize between the felt need for operating ethical values and the felt need for operating social control interests (see Mendenhall, 1975 (Bascom, 1965: 298; Propp, 1968 (Eliade, 1963: 196-7) . On the one hand a folktake can communicate values opposed to urban social control interests (cf. Judg. 9:1-21?). Many of the stories in the book of Judges suggest that rural villagers could tell stories of the past which had relevance to the position of the non-urbanized peasant (cf. Boling, 1969: 3lff.) . But on the other hand a folktale can also promulgate secular social control interests by bestowing legitimacy upon the political monopoly of force (cf. conclusions regarding the book of Ruth in Sasson, 1979: 232,239-40,250-1 Mendenhall, 1973) .
For almost two centuries legislation and formal institutions of social control were largely unnecessary. This pattern of social organization was far more &dquo;folk-like&dquo; than it was &dquo;urban&dquo;, despite the probability that early Israel was a relatively large group of heterogeneous peoples and tribes (ibid. (Cancik, 1976) . This has been explained in terms of a similar dependence upon covenant prologues -whether it be those prologues of Hittite political treaties or that of the Israelite religious covenant (Mendenhall, 1978 (Plumb, 1971) Cohen, 1979) . Evidence of this practice of altering or fabricating the past seems to be lacking in the pre-exilic prophets (our major OT source for the &dquo;grassroots tendency&dquo; in its purest form), and this fact tends to underscore the thesis that the prophets were ultimately less concerned with &dquo;social reform&dquo; than they were with moral and spiritual integrity (contra Cohen (8:8) . If the &dquo;law&dquo; referred to is Deuteronomy (or the D narrative in general), then it seems possible that Jeremiah considers its historiography to be a &dquo;false lie&dquo;. A similar denunciation of &dquo;official&dquo; narrative may perhaps be found in Malachi's scathing attack on the &dquo;biased instruction&dquo; of the post-exilic priests (Mal. 2:1-9, referring to the P narrative?).
2. Even though P was probably not yet written in Jeremiah's day, the portrayal of the exodus and wilderness wanderings as a cultic event characterized by elaborate ritual (cf. Numbers) was undoubtedly already popular. The present fulfillment that some segments of Israelite society derived from ritual and from the cultic establishment was giving rise to a literary recreation of this past in ritualistic terms. Jeremiah, employing an historical-critical insight, declared this to be false:
Thus says the Lord of Hosts, the God of Israel: &dquo;Add your burnt offerings to your sacrifices and eat the flesh. For in the day that I brought them out of the land of Egypt, I did not speak to your fathers or command them concerning burnt offerings and sacrifices. But this commandment I gave them, 'Obey my voice, and I will be your God and you will be my people, and walk in all the ways that I command you, that it may be well with you' &dquo; (7:21-23 (Adams, 1974: esp. 8-9) . Part of the reason for this is certainly the (chance) fact that most of the written records from ancient Mesopotamia come to us from &dquo;official&dquo; archives and libraries; we have virtually no records at all emanating from the experiences of the Mesopotamian peasant which attest to his outlook on the world, on the institutions which governed his affairs, or on his people's past. Another factor is not related to chance, and that is the complex nature of the Mesopotamian writing system (syllabic cuneiform), which prohibited all but the best-educated elite from preserving their thoughts in writing. But t that t &dquo;official&dquo; theologians in Mesopotamia could fabricate a past in order to enhance their prestige and further advance their social control interests is beyond doubt (see Gelb, 1949: 346-8 (Frankfort, 1948: 35 (Posener, 1960: 20-21; Wildung, 1977 (Posner, 1972: (Cancik, 1976; Mendenhall, 1978 mentally, however, we believe that biblical studies in general needs a greater sensitivity to the impact that village populations had both in ancient Israel and upon the formation of the OT.
NOTES 1
The ambiguity of the Hebrew word c &icirc;r , "city" should reinforce the nature of the "folk-urban" model as a continuum , not as a polar dicotomy (note also the similar ambiguity of the Akkadian &auml;lum ). This ambiguity also cautions us against trying to establish rigid, demographic definitions for the phenomena we are here labelling "folk" and "urban". 
